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Rationale.—One of the disturbing social problems of recent
years (about which much has been written) has been that of dropouts.
Many studies and surveys have been made and suggestions offered to
increase the junior college holding power. However, the problem con¬
tinues to be a "two-headed monster," because the vast sea of youth
unemployment in the years ahead is being swelled at a time when our
1
nation is accelerating its demands for skilled workers.
Why is there so much more emphasis on receiving a higher
education in the 1960's? The answer to this question may be found
in the foundations and challenges of our new society: wherein (a
society in which) education performs a major function. World-wide,
there is an educational tumult on the part of the peoples of the
world. All parts of the world are experiencing the achievements in
automation, technology and threats of nuclear power while there is a
lag in human understanding. People are gradually becoming aware of
the need to remedy the lag in human understanding and education is
expected to perform the task. In order to carry forward the task of
preparing men and women for a wide variety of occupations labeled
1
Albert J. Riendeaw, "Facing Up to the Dropout Problem,"
The Clearing House. XXXVI (1962), p. 523.
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"technical" or "semi-professional," a well-balanced program has been
designed to meet the needs of students on a professional or semi-
professional basis. The junior college proposes to offer to as many
students as possible a general education which will enrich their
lives as individuals and enhance their intelligence as citizens.
The estimated number of national dropouts by 1970 will be
seven and five-tenths millions.^ A few, if any, job openings will be
available for this group, since the technological revolution and
especially the growth of automation is rapidly diminishing the number
of jobs available to the unskilled. The high school and junior college
dropout clearly ranks deep in the fold of the unskilled.
Since the causal factors of the junior college dropouts are
complex and varied, there is an apparent need for more research to be
done in identifying the characteristics of these students. After
establishing some relevant guidelines for identifying these dropouts,
junior colleges can develop programs to decrease the drop out rate.
In the late fifties, Medsker categorized reasons for with¬
drawals. Although dissatisfaction with the junior college curriculum
was not a paramount reason, other factors indicated a need for launch¬
ing functioning student personnel programs on the junior college level.
In fact, an excellent guidance program could reduce the number of
O
dropouts.
United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Occupational Outlook Handbook (1961), p. 26.
^Leland L. Medsker, The Junior College: Progress and Prospect
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960), p. 150.
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Researchers feel that not enough attention is given to the
college dropout and that there should be some efforts made to study
the various reasons attributed to early departure from college, as
well as measures taken to try and reduce the number of departures.
Statistics indicate that dropout rates for large institutions of
higher education, both state and private, have reached between 20
and 50 per cent of their classes,^ Although many junior colleges
are concerned about the high proportion of their entering students
who withdraw without completing their objective, comparatively few
investigations are reported dealing with the reasons for dropouts or
with steps by which the rate may be reduced.
Evolution of the problem.—The junior college dropout has
been a concern of the writer for several years. While employed as a
junior college instructor, it was hypothesized that students who left
junior college were different from those who completed four semesters.
Though these differences may have been real, they were not obvious.
The writer actually investigated some of the "common sense"
reasons that one would ordinally expect for a student leaving school
or junior college. It was found that the "common sense" reasons did
not differentiate the dropout and the one who remained. This apparent
failure led to the extension of the hypothesis to include the proba¬
bility that the differences between dropouts and non-dropouts are
too acute to observe with an untrained eye.
^Riendeaw, op. cit., p. 530.
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The next logical step was to devise a more precise method for
studying the dropout. The present investigation, with its objective
methodology, naturally, evolved.
The writer has a desire to gain from this study information
that will aid her as a counselor, and her co-workers, in establishing
a program for working with these students who desire to drop out of
junior college. By working constructively with these students, it is
hoped that the holding power of the junior college will increase,
thereby increasing the chances of the would-be dropout to better
adjust to automation and technology—the world outside the college
doors.
Contribution to educational knowledge.--It is hoped from this
that the writer's findings might yield information as to the basic
causes of the enormous number of dropouts in her locale and answer
the following questions:
1. Are psychological test scores of value in predicting
dropouts?
2. Do dropouts possess a lower intelligence quotient
than students who remain in college?
3. Do dropouts experience less academic success than
those who remain in college?
4. Do dropouts participate less in extra-curricular
activities than those who remain in college?
5. Do dropouts come from families with lower incomes
than those who persist in college?
6. Do non-dropouts' parents have a higher educational
level than parents of the dropouts?
7. Is the family size larger for the dropout than for
the student who remains in college?
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Statement of the problem.—The problem involved in this study
was to ascertain the degree to which socio-economic status and
psychological characteristics were manifested by junior college
students who remained in college and by persons who discontinued their
junior college training prior to its completion.
Purpose of the study.—The general purpose of this study was
to compare a group of students who withdrew from a public junior
college with a matched group of students who remained in college.
More specifically the writer sought to describe and compare
the following:
1. To describe the socio-economic status of a sample
of fifty students who dropped out of a selected
junior college over a five-year period.
2. To describe the socio-economic status of a matched
group of students who remained in the junior
college.
3. To compare the socio-economic status of the drop¬
outs and the non-dropouts.
4. To compare the psychological test scores of the
dropouts and the non-dropouts.
5. To compare the academic achievement of the dropouts
and the non-dropouts.
6. To compare the extra-curricular activities of the
dropouts and the non-dropouts.
Definition of terms.—For the purpose of this study, the
following terms are defined:
1. Dropouts are students who withdrew from junior
college before completing four semesters of work.
2. Non-dropouts are those students who continued in
junior college or completed four semesters of work.
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3. Extra-curricular activity is any organized college
activity (over and above academic classes) which
is under the direction of a qualified leader.
4. Intelligence is that trait measured by the
California Test of Mental Maturity.
5. Academic achievement is that level of progress
measured by grades given by teachers which are
found on permanent record cards.
6. Psychological test scores are those scores made on
the American College Test (ACT).
7. Socio-economic status is the position of a student
and his family with reference to marital status of
family, size of family, parents' occupations, and
educational levels.
Scope and limitations.--The writer feels that the problem
involved in this study is inherent in most junior colleges throughout
the nation; and, unless some solutions are obtained for solving the
greater portion of this problem, our nation stands to suffer tremendous
losses in human potentials.
This study was limited to one junior college and a sample of
fifty dropouts and fifty matched persistent students.
This study was limited due to the incompleteness and inaccuracy
or unavailability of college records. However, the researcher examined
every source of supplementary data which served to complete the infor¬
mation carried on the regular forms.
Subjects and materials.—The subjects of this study were all
of the students who withdrew from Harris Junior College during the
period from 1960-1965. A twenty-five per cent random sample of the
subjects (50 dropouts) was used to study the characteristics manifested
by them. The fifty dropouts were matched with fifty non-dropouts
7
according to grade level, sex, age and IQ.
The data in Table 1 reveal the distribution of dropouts and
matched non-dropouts by sex, grade and the average age and IQ.
TABLE 1
DROPOUTS AND MATCHED NON-DROPOUTS ACCORDING
TO GRADE, SEX, AND THE AVERAGE AGE AND IQ
14th Grade 13 th Grade
Dropouts Non-dropouts Dropouts Non-dropouts
SEX
Male 8 8 15 15
Female 4 4 23 23
AGE
Male 20.5 20.5 19.5 19.5
Female 20.0 20.0 19.4 19.4
IQ
Male 85.8 86.2 80.0 81.3
Female 81.3 81.8 82.3 83.1
From the random sampling taken, there were 23 male dropouts
and 27 female dropouts. Eight of the twenty-three male dropouts were
in the fourteenth grade and fifteen were in the thirteenth grade at
the time of withdrawal. Four of the twenty-seven female dropouts
were in the fourteenth grade and twenty-three were in the thirteenth
grade.
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The average ages for the male dropouts and matched non¬
dropouts were 20.5 and 19.5 in grades 14 and 13, respectively. For
the female dropouts and matched non-dropouts, the average ages were
20 and 19.4 for grades fourteen and thirteen, respectively.
The average IQ's for the male dropouts were 85.8 and 80.0
for grades 14 and 13, respectively. For the male matched non¬
dropouts, the average IQ's were 86.2 and 81.3 for grades 14 and 13,
respectively. The female dropouts and matched non-dropouts IQ's
were 81.3 and 81.8, respectively, for grade 14, For the thirteenth
grade the female dropouts and matched non-dropouts average IQ's were
82.3 and 83.1, respectively.
Materials used in this study were taken from the permanent
record cards and related college records.
Locale of the study.—This study was conducted at T. J. Harris
Junior College, Meridian, Mississippi.
Method of research.--The descriptive survey method of research
was used in this study.
Procedural steps.--The steps utilized in conducting this study
include the following:
1. Permission to execute this study was secured from
the proper college officials.
2. The related literature pertinent to this study was
reviewed, summarized, organized and presented in
the thesis.
3. Appropriate statistical techniques and methodology
were used to analyze and interpret these data.
4. A twenty-five per cent random sample of the drop¬
outs during a five-year period (1960-1965) was
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selected. These dropouts were matched with junior
college persisters during the same period.
5. Socio-economic status for the two groups of
students (dropouts and non-dropouts) was determined
on the basis of educational level of parents, occu¬
pation of parents, marital status of family, and
size of family.
6. Academic achievement of both the dropouts and the
non-dropouts was compared by use of the means of
teacher grade for the groups and the "z" score.
7. Psychological test scores (ACT) were compared by use
of the means, standard error of mean, standard error
of difference between means and "t" test.
8. Participation in extra-curricular activities was
analyzed and comparisons were made on the dropouts
and the non-dropouts according to per cent of
participation.
9. Assembling, analyzing, and interpreting the data into
appropriate tables were done in order to draw a
composite picture of the groups. Verbal descriptions
accompany each table.
Survey of Related Literature
The literature reviewed ,in connection with this study revealed
that higher education is presently focusing its attention towards the
expansion of facilities to adequately meet the demands of the mounting
college enrollments. It is felt that not enough attention is given to
the college dropout and there should be some efforts made to study the
various reasons attributed to early departure from college, as well as
measures taken to try to reduce the number of departures.
President Kennedy made these statements in his special plea to
dropouts:
The greatest growth in labor demands today is for highly
trained professional workers with sixteen or more years
of education. The second fastest growing demand is for
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technical and semi-professional workers with one to
three years of post high school education. Jobs
filled by high school graduates rose 30 per cent, while
jobs for those with no secondary education decreased 25
per cent. We must therefore intensify our efforts to
meet this problem. We are now talking about lives of a
million young American boys and girls who will fail to
meet their educational requirements in the next few
months unless we do something about it. This is a
serious national problem.^
The literature pertinent to this study was reviewed under two
general, but not necessarily exclusive, headings: characteristics of
college dropouts, and causes for becoming a dropout.
Characteristics of college dropouts.—There is much evidence
found in the literature that supports the claim of many educators and
psychologists that the school or college dropout displays a character¬
istic behavior pattern which distinguishes him from students who remain
in school or college until graduation. However, empirical evidence
suggests that these characteristic patterns be employed with caution
for distributions on any of these distinguishing characteristics
comparing dropouts with persisters show almost complete overlap in
ranges.
Kenneth B. Hoyt reviewed several studies on dropouts and
concluded that there is a stereotype that can describe the typical
dropout which would be quite representative of research findings and
may be helpful in identifying potential dropouts. He describes this
stereotype in this manner; The chances are the dropout will more
likely be a boy than a girl, below average in intellectual ability
^"High School Dropout," Senior Scholastic, LXXXIII
(November 8, 1963), pp. 14-15.
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and even lower, relatively speaking, as well as in academic achievement.
Extra-curricular activities are not likely to be a part of his school
program and he will have his closest friends outside of the school
population. He will come from a relatively large town and will have
attended a relatively large high school. In this community, he will
see some opportunity for emplo}nnent. His parents are likely to be
from a lower social stratum and his father employed in a lower-class
occupation. Neither his parents nor any of his brothers or sisters
are apt to have distinguished themselves in terms of educational
attainment. While he may or may not express an active dislike for
school, he is apt to be absent rather frequently; and, in other ways,
to demonstrate the attitude that he really doesn't belong in the
1
school setting.
Hoyt warns against reliance upon this so-called typical drop¬
out by quoting a statement made by Glen Stice, of Educational Testing
Services, who said that 500,000 students with sufficient ability to
be graduated from college never finish their high school education.^
On a national scale. Retention and Withdrawal of College
Students seem to be the most comprehensive study which is concerned
with the students who go to college, their qualifications, their
performances, and their reasons for entering and leaving college. The
statistics used in this study were derived from a population of 13,700
^Kenneth B. Hoyt, "The Counselor and the Dropout," The
Clearing House. XXXVI (1962), p. 516.
^Ibid.
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men and women who enrolled in institutions of higher learning in the
fall of 1950. The institutions were selected by the Office of
Education on the basis of location, type, and size. The student
sample was selected by the institutions in accordance with uniform
procedures. Comparative analyses of the data showed that the sample
of institutions and students were adequately representative of four-
year institutions in the United States and their student body.
Questionnaires were sent to the student sample and the results were
tabulated according to sex.^
From the sample of students who withdrew from college before
graduation, the rate of response was three-to-two who completed and
returned the questionnaire while the sample group who graduated
response rate was three-to-one. Findings in this study indicated
that slightly less than 40 per cent of the freshman class would remain
at the institution of first enrollment to graduate four years later.
An additional 20 per cent would either graduate later at the institu¬
tion of first enrollment or at another institution in four or more
years. Eventually 6 out of 10 freshmen would receive degrees. The
freshman year is the most critical drop out period. Approximately
273 per 1,000 students drop out during the first year as compared with
283 per 1,000 during the remaining three years. Only about 150 per
1,000 students drop out during the second year with the possibility of
^Robert E. Iffert, Retention and Withdrawal of College
Students, U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Bulletin 1958, No. 1 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1962), pp. 8-109.
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a student graduating once he reaches his junior year being about 685
chances per 1,000,^
Findings revealed that the most important reason for leaving
college reported by men was enlistment in the military service. It
is important to note that most of the period under study was one of
active military action and may have a significant influence on the
above reason. Secondly, in order of importance, ranked the lack of
interest in studies; while personal finance ranked third among the
men's reasons for leaving college. Women ranked marriage as their
most important reason for leaving college. Secondly, they rated the
necessity of taking a full-time job; and personal financial diffi¬
culties ranked third. The majority of additional reasons added by
men and women to the questionnaire referred to personal problems and
personal deficiencies in the facilities of the institutions they
attended. As a result of weight assigned to reasons for dropping out
by both sex, rank in high school graduating class has more signifi¬
cance in the admission of women to college than it has for men. It
was pointed out that standing in the high school graduating class was
a better indicator of probability of graduation than standing as shown
by the placement test. There do exist other intervening factors such
as the grading system, increased competition and other more rigorous
requirements which this process does not take into consideration.2




high school rank and standardized test scores, many investigators find
such rankings inadequate in describing the total dropout population.
Thus, from the related literature dropouts might be characterized as
more rigid and fearful of change, less willing to accept the respon¬
sibility of adult independence, and somewhat of a social misfit. He
also tends to be the type of person who feels easily, and perhaps
hopelessly, defeated when faced with the prospect of possible failure
or disappointment. In addition, he tends to rationalize his feelings
O
in an unrealistic manner.
Characteristics of dropouts have been shown to be as complex
and varied as the human organism itself. No single characteristic or
pattern of characteristics has been found which will identify all
potential dropouts. However, research has shown that there are
varying combinations of a number of identifiable characteristics
descriptive of factors related to the act of dropping out of college.
Generally, these identifiable characteristics include low marks, low
measured ability to do college work and to read well, behavior
patterns requiring disciplinary measures, possessing a record of poor
attendance, exhibiting low levels of emotional and social maturity
and membership in families with a history of low economic status,
educational advancement, and job status,-^
^Lee M. Marsh, "College Dropouts--A Review," Personnel and
Guidance Journal, XLIV (1966), 477.
^Ibid., p. 478.
O
•^Daniel Schreiber and Bernard A. Kaplan, Guidance and the
School Dropout (Washington; National Education Association, 1964),
pp. 119-20.
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Causes of junior college dropouts♦--Many junior colleges are
concerned about the high proportion of their entering students who
withdraw without completing their objective, comparatively few
investigations are reported dealing with the reasons for dropouts or
with steps by which the rate may be reduced.
Data from recent issues of the Junior College Directory illus¬
trate the magnitude of the dropout problem:^
Freshmen Sophomores Per Cent
Fall 1955 218,184 Fall 1956 111,858 51.3
Fall 1956 252,850 Fall 1957 131,806 52.1
, It was known that some of these students transferred to other
colleges at the end of one or two semesters, yet it was also known
that as many as 10 per cent dropped out between fall registration and
Christmas vacation. Some conclusions which seemed to have pertinence
for many junior colleges were stated as follows:
1. Age seems to be a significant factor in this analysis.
While 14 per cent of the junior college population was
over 25 years of age, 27 per cent of the dropouts were
above that age.
2. Seventy-five per cent of the total number of dropouts
were made of first- and second-semester students.
3. For every group of 100 full-time students who enters
junior college for the first time in the fall, the
best estimate will be that 39 will drop out before the
school year ends, 15 will not return for the third
semester, 11 will drop out during the second year, and
35 will graduate.
4. One-third of the dropouts seem to be due, to some
extent, to a failure of the college, while the balance
^James Thornton, "Summaries for Public Junior Colleges by
States," Junior College Directory (1958), p. 156.
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seem to be justifiable. A more careful analysis
should be made in an effort to learn the real reason
for each withdrawal. This would necessitate tracing
and obtaining an exit interview with those indi¬
viduals who fail to complete a formal withdrawal.
The largest group of withdrawals here classified as
"unjustified" includes those who are dropped because
they no longer attend classes. The college may not
have failed with all of these. Follow-ups might
determine that these dropouts occur for "justifiable"
reasons--financial need, permanent jobs, or the like.5.Academic ability scores seem to be of no value in
predicting dropouts.
Other studies indicated that these conclusions were not unusual.
In addition to scholastic discouragement and failure, withdrawals occur
because of ill health, financial need, family moving away, finding
employment, too much outside work, illness at home, lack of transpor¬
tation, marriage, and need to work more to keep up car payments. In
spite of the "face-saving" reasons offered by students, emotional mal¬
adjustment was a major contributing cause for withdrawal from junior
college.
In reports on dropout studies completed by 20 two-year colleges
between 1949 and 1957, it was possible to categorize the reasons
students gave for withdrawals as follows:
1. Full-time employment
2. Personal and health
3. Moved or transferred
4. Nonattendance
5. Academic or faculty action
6. To enter armed forces





10. Educational goals completed.
Twenty-eight per cent of the students listed full-time employment as
their major reason for withdrawal.
The reasons for withdrawals given by many students suggest
that many students are subject to influences which compete with their
college program. June Matson, in comparing a group of students who
withdrew from junior college with a group who did not withdraw but
had similar characteristics, observed that there was no significant
difference between dropout and continuing students. Her conclusion
was that the student who withdraws from junior college may lack a
sense of belonging or identification with the college environment.'^
Adele Miller, in an effort to determine the reasons for
academic failure, made a study at Brooklyn College with the hopes of
providing help for students in danger of dismissal. Data used in this
study were secured from three groups of subjects. The first group of
subjects was comprised of 45 students who had improved their records
sufficiently to be free of academic warning. They were asked to give
reasons for their original inability to do successful college work.
Eleven reasons were given and each student was then asked to rank these
reasons in order of importance as he felt they applied to himself.
The results indicated poor study habits as the major reason, followed
^Leland L. Medsker, The Junior College: Progress and Prospect
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960), pp. 156-58.
2
Jane E. Matson, "Characteristics of Students Who Withdraw
from a Public Junior College" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation.
School of Education, Stanford, June, 1955), p. 35.
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by insufficient study. The second group of subjects included 331
students who, during the semester, received academic warning and were
counseled in an effort to help them. These subjects were eventually
dismissed and their counseling reports indicated, in order of
importance, failure was due to the lack of application or poor study
habits, lack of goals or poor motivation, and lack of ability. The
third group of subjects consisted of 31 students who were dropped in
February of 1960. Reasons given for failure in this group were lack
of ability, lack of motivation, immature, and irresponsible attitudes
towards studies, and too much time spent in other activities.^
Keats reported that many dropouts question their own reasons
for dropping out, but truly they do not know the real reasons
themselves. Usually the reasons given the college dean for leaving
college are seldom the real ones. These statements are only means by
which the students safeguard their privacy. Often, students ration¬
alize in an effort to try to cover their personal failures. Most
often, the student drops out because of failure, especially those
enrolled in state colleges and universities which are bound by law to
admit all residents who have earned a high school diploma. The fault
is not always the student's, for some colleges practice selection
after admission which substantiates, to some degree, the large
percentage of academic failures. Other than academic failure, the
true reasons for dropping out lie unresolved in emotional problems
^Adele M. Miller, "Reasons for Academic Failure," The Journal
of Experimental Education, XXXI (December, 1962), pp. 206-209.
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that cannot be categorized.^
At a November, 1964, Princeton University conference on "The
College Dropout and the Utilization of Talent," it was found that
students withdraw from college for reasons ranging from disappoint¬
ment with faculty to psychological problems stemming from family
relationship. In view of this fact. Dr. Joseph Jaffe, head of
research at William Alanson White Institute, studied 140 students in
the Institute's two year experimental dropout clinic in an effort to
find out why dropouts drop out. Results showed that 70 per cent of
the parents of these students had either dropped out of college, or
had made abrupt career switches which had a psychological effect on
the students. They left college because their parents had done the
same before them. Each of the students involved in the study seemed
to have been individuals who feared separation from parents and home
whether or not the separation involved actual distance. It is
important to note that the average IQ of the group studied was 135.
All possessed good high school records and had scored in the 600's to
700's on the College Boards.^
To further investigate the cause of academic failure, Cowhig
studied the question of dropping out from the standpoint of the
former college students. He collected data on why students leave
^John Keats, "A College Majority--Dropouts," Life, LIV
(June 21, 1963), pp. 70-79.
^"The College Dropout and Talent Utilization," School and
Society, XCIII (March 6, 1965), p. 163.
O
-'Flora Rheta Schreiber and Melvin Herman, "Why Dropouts
Drop Out," Science Digest, LVII (January, 1965), p. 20.
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college and attempted to relate these findings to other sociological
factors. Results obtained were based on the October, 1959, Current
Population Survey and were limited to individuals aged 16 to 24 who
had attended college but were no longer enrolled in college. Each
subject was asked to state his major reason for leaving college. The
responses, plus other social and demographic information, permitted
limited analysis of one aspect of college departures. The results of
this study indicated economic reasons for dropping out of college as
being secondary in nature; while a lack of motivation or ability and
preference to some other activity were of major importance.^
There is substantial evidence that colleges can reduce the
rate of failures and dropouts by rejecting applicants whose scores on
standardized tests of scholastic aptitude are below minimums set by
the college. This procedure may or may not be advantageous,
especially, when the college is in the position to admit only those
students with the highest aptitude test scores. The college should
have some understanding of the potential student's capabilities for
grasping the content of college instruction, that is, other than those
measured intellectual potentials.
^James D. Cowhig, "Why Do They Leave College?" School Review.
LXXI (Autumn, 1963), pp. 330-336.
2
John Summerskill, "Dropout from College," The American
College, ed. Nevitt Sanford (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1962), p. 634.
CHAPTER II
PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS, AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA
General description and treatment of data.--The data for this
study were gathered from information found on the permanent record
cards and related records of fifty dropouts and fifty non-dropouts at
a public junior college.
The information taken from these records consisted of the
California Mental Maturity Intelligence Quotient, chronological age,
grade, sex, school grades, parents' educational and occupational
status, number of children in the family, number of extra-curricular
activities in which each individual participated, and the American
College (ACT) scores.
The data for each of the above are presented in tabular and
textual forms in this chapter. The procedure employed in matching
the dropouts with students who remained in college was discussed in
Chapter I.
For comparative purposes, data were analyzed by means of "z"
ratio, per cent and "t" test to determine the significance of differ¬
ence between the means of the dropouts and non-dropouts.
The data were tested statistically for significance at the
.05 level of confidence.
Dropouts from the junior college by age and sex.--Table 2
presents the distribution of the 1960-1965 dropouts by age and sex
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for each of the grades included in this study.
TABLE 2
DROPOUTS FROM HARRIS JUNIOR COLLEGE
ACCORDING TO AGE-SEX, 1960-1965
Age Male Per Cent Female Per Cent Total Per Cent
18 1 2 3 6 4 8
19 9 18 13 26 22 44
20 9 18 7 14 16 32
21 2 4 3 6 5 10
22 1 2 1 2 2 4
23 1 2 0 0 1 2
Total 23 46 27 54 50 100
The data for the junior college disclosed that 46 per cent
of the total dropouts for the period of study, 1960-1965, were male
and 54 per cent were female. In chronological age, the males ranged
from 18 to 23, with 36 per cent of the male dropouts occurring
between the ages of nineteen and twenty.
In the female group forty per cent of the twenty-seven
dropouts occurred at the ages of nineteen and twenty. Therefore,
the mean age of female and male dropouts was the same (19.5).
The crucial years at Harris appear to be during the chrono¬
logical ages of nineteen, twenty, and twenty-one, for 86 per cent of
the total dropouts occurred at these age levels.
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Dropouts from the junior college by sex and grade.--Table 3
reveals data concerning sex-grade for the fifty dropouts studied at
Harris. The per cent column shows the percentage of the total
sample which occurred at each grade level according to the sex of
the person.
TABLE 3
DROPOUTS FROM HARRIS JUNIOR COLLEGE
BY SEX AND GRADE, 1960-1965
Grade
Male Female
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
13 15 65.2 23 85.2
14 8 34.8 4 14.8
Total 23 100.0 27 100.0
Mode 13 13
The reader can note from the above table that the mode of the
males was grade 13 where 65.2 per cent of the males dropped out.
Thirty-four and eight-tenths per cent dropped out in grade 14.
The mode was grade 13 for the female dropouts, at this grade
level 85.2 per cent of all the females dropped out.
It was concluded that the majority of the dropouts occurred
during the first year at Harris Junior College.
Dropouts from the junior college by sex and intelligence
quotient.--In order to compare the dropouts and the non-dropouts, it
was necessary to match each student in the dropout group with another
24
student who remained in college on the basis of age, sex, grade level
and intelligence quotient. Table 4 discloses data on the sex and
intelligence quotient for the dropouts and the non-dropouts.
TABLE 4
DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS FROM HARRIS JUNIOR COLLEGE














100-104 2 8.7 2 8.7 1 3.7 1 3.7
95-99 1 4.3 1 4.3 2 7.4 2 7.4
90-94 2 8.7 2 8.7 4 14.8 4 14.8
85-89 2 8.7 2 8.7 2 7.4 2 7.4
80-84 7 30.4 7 30.4 6 22.3 6 22.3
75-79 4 17.4 4 17.4 10 37.0 10 37.0
70-74 2 •00 2 •00 1 3.7 1 3.7
65-69 3 13.1 3 13.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
60-64 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
55-59 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
50-54 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.7 1 3.7
Total 23 27
Mean 82 82..35
S.D. 9. 85 9..50
S.E.m 1.41 1..36




Of the random sample made at Harris, Table 1 revealed that 46
per cent were males and 54 per cent were females.
The data in Table 4 on the male dropouts and non-dropouts
showed that during the 1960-1965 period the I.Q.'s ranged from a low
of 65-69, to a high of 100-104, with a mean of 82, and a standard
deviation of 9.85. The standard error of the mean was 1.41.
The female subjects selected at Harris during the 1960-1965
period revealed that their I.Q.'s ranged from a low of 50-54, to a
high of 100-104, with a mean of 82.35, a standard deviation of 9.50
and a standard error of the mean of 1.36.
The mean score for the male dropouts and matched non-dropouts
was 82, and for the female dropouts and matched non-dropouts was 82.35,
with a difference of .35 in favor of the female and a standard devia¬
tion of 9.85 for the male and 9.50 for the female with a difference
of .35 in favor of the male. The standard error of difference was
1.96, yielding a "t" of .18 which was not significant at the .05
level of confidence.
It was concluded that there were no significant differences
between the intelligence quotient of the male and female dropouts
and matched non-dropouts. It therefore seems unlikely to say that
the intelligence quotient was a major factor in the differences among
the dropouts and non-dropouts.
Dropouts and non-dropouts from the junior college according
to the number of children in the family.—Size of the family can be
an important variable in determining the kind of intra-familial
relations among its members and also the cultural level that will be
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maintained. The number of persons who must be provided for with the
family income may influence the economic affairs of the family unit
tremendously. With this in mind, the number of children in the
families of the dropouts and the non-dropouts was ascertained. These
data are shown in Table 5.
TABLE 5
DROPOUTS AM) NON-DROPOUTS ACCORDING TO




Families Per Cent Families Per Cent
13-15 1 2 0 0
10-12 2 4 1 2
7-9 14 28 14 28
4-6 13 26 13 26
1-3 20 40 22 44
Total 50 100 50 100
Mode 1-3 1 -3
The dropouts from Harris revealed that the number of children
in each family ranged from 1-15. It is noticed, however. that the
distribution was uneven, i.e., 94 per cent of the families had 1-9
children. To this group the mode was 1-3, representing 40 per cent
of the total dropouts' families.
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The non-dropouts disclosed that the number of children in each
family ranged from 1-12. The distribution for this group was also
uneven, 98 per cent of the families had 1-9 children. The mode for
this group was 1-3, representing 44 per cent of the families.
There were no marked differences in family size for the drop¬
outs and non-dropouts, both were products of small families.
Comparison of dropouts and non-dropouts according to the heads
of the household.--The complete unity (both parents in the home) of
the family was felt to provide a feeling of security and protection
for the child. In the absence of this unity, the writer does not
believe that these feelings exist. This assisted in the development
of false values toward the necessity of an education. Therefore, it
was believed to be of significance to determine with whom the subjects
resided. Table 6 gives the comparison of the heads of the household
for the dropouts and the non-dropouts.
TABLE 6
DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS ACCORDING
TO THE HEADS OF THE HOUSEHOLD
Heads of Household
Dropouts Non-dropouts
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
Mother and Father 15 30 32 64
Mother 13 26 11 22
Father 11 22 3 6
Guardian (other than relative) 7 14 1 2
Relatives 4 8 3 6
Total 50 100 50 100
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The data on the dropouts revealed that the largest per cent
(30 per cent) lived with both parents. Twenty-six per cent of the
dropouts were living with the mother only, while twenty-two per cent
were living with the father only. Fourteen per cent were living with
other relatives.
The non-dropouts disclosed a picture not similar to that of
the dropouts, sixty-four per cent lived with both parents and twenty-
two per cent lived with the mother only. Only six per cent lived
with the father.
The largest per cent of the dropouts and the non-dropouts
were living with both parents. However, there was twice as many non¬
dropouts living with both parents than dropouts. It seems likely that
this might be a major factor in producing the observed difference
among the dropouts and the non-dropouts.
Comparison of the occupational status of the heads of the
household of each dropout and each non-dropout.--It is apparent that
the occupational classification of the family determines the amount
of income. The amount of income is thought, by the researcher, to
give a student the feeling of economic security or insecurity. It
is further believed, by the researcher, that a student whose family
income is of such that it does not afford him with most of the
material things of his peers is apt to develop a negative attitude
toward college.
Table 7 shows the occupational participation of the heads of
the households of the dropouts and non-dropouts.
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TABLE 7
OCCUPATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF THE HEADS OF THE
HOUSEHOLD OF THE DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS
Occupational Dropouts Non-dropouts
Classification
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
Professional & Managerial 7 14 3 6
Clerical & Sales 1 2 1 2
Service 5 10 7 14
Skilled 1 2 5 10
Semi-skilled 5 10 9 18
Unskilled 25 50 20 40
Unemployed 2 4 4 8
Retired 2 4 1 2
Unknown 2 4 0 0
Total 50 100 50 100
Table 7 shows that of the 50 heads of the household for the
dropouts, 50 per cent, the largest were unskilled workers, 10 per
cent were semi-skilled workers, and 10 per cent were service workers.
These occupations represent about three-fourths of the occupations
of the heads of the household.
The majority of the non-dropout heads of the household were
unskilled workers. On this level 40 per cent were employed. Eighteen
per cent were hired as semi-skilled workers, and fourteen per cent were
service workers. These per cents represent the occupational
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assignments for about three-fourths of the heads of the household.
In comparing the two groups in Table 7, it is evident that
the heads of the household occupational participation was representa¬
tively distributed for each group. However, each group had large
participation on the unskilled and service levels.
A family's economic status and cultural level, its way of
life, are probably indicated more surely by the parents' occupations
than by any other single characteristic. In comparing the dropouts
and non-dropouts from Harris, the writer found no real differences in
the occupational classifications of the heads of household. Therefore,
the writer concluded that the economic status of the families of the
dropouts and non-dropouts was comparable.
Comparison according to the educational levels of the heads
of the household of the dropouts and the non-dropouts.—The educational
levels of the heads of the household were factors that the researcher
felt would contribute significantly to her investigation due to the
fact that a great deal of literature on dropouts has disclosed that
usually the dropout is a product of early school leavers. Table 8
represents data on the educational levels of the heads of the house¬
hold of the dropouts and non-dropouts.
The data in Table 8 show that the majority of the heads of the
household of the dropouts were on the level of 4-7 years of school.
Of the total per cent, 28 per cent were on this level; 14 per cent were
grammar school graduates; 18 per cent had 1-3 years of high school;
16 per cent had 0-3 years of schooling and 4 per cent had achieved
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college status. Twelve per cent of the parents* educational attain¬
ments were not known.
TABLE 8
EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF THE HEADS OF THE HOUSEHOLD
OF THE DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS
Dropouts Non-dropouts
Educational Level
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
College Education
(1-4 years) 2 4 7 14
High School Graduate 4 8 17 34
1-3 years High School 9 18 2 4
Grammar School Graduate
(finished 8 grades) 7 14 10 20
4-7 years of School 14 28 6 12
0-3 years of School 8 16 5 10
Unknown 6 12 2 6
Total 50 100 50 100
The non-dropouts' ' parents revealed a picture different from
that of the dropouts, in that the majority of the heads of the house-
hold were high school graduates. On this level. 34 per cent were
represented. Twenty per cent of the heads of the household in this
group were grammar school graduates and 14 per cent matriculated on
the college level. Only six per cent of the non-dropouts' heads of
the household educational levels were unknown which was one-half that
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of the dropouts.
It seems likely therefore to say that the educational attain¬
ments of heads of the household were major factors in the differences
between dropouts and non-dropouts from Harris.
Comparison of the dropouts and non-dropouts according to
participation in extra-curricular activities.—It is the writer's
belief that if a student is to be well-rounded and adjusted to the
college environment, he will partake of some of the extra-curricular
offerings afforded him through the college's program. Table 9
presents a distribution on the number of activities in which the drop¬
outs and non-dropouts were engaged.
TABLE 9





Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
7-9 0 0 3 6
4-6 3 6 10 20
1-3 33 66 26 52
None 14 28 11 22
Total 50 100 50 100
The data in Table 9 disclose information on the participation
in extra-curricular activities by dropouts and non-dropouts. Sixty-
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six per cent of the dropouts participated in one to three activities
and twenty-eight per cent did not participate in any form of extra¬
curricular activities.
The non-dropouts from Harris revealed a picture similar to
that of the dropouts. However, like the dropouts, the largest per
cent (52 per cent) participated in one to three extra-curricular
activities and 22 per cent did not take advantage of any of the extra¬
curricular activities offered. Twenty per cent occupied themselves
by engaging in 4-6 activities and six per cent were attracted to 7-9
activities.
If participation in extra-curricular activities affords
opportunities for attaining social and emotional adjustment, the drop¬
outs and non-dropouts were comparable in their adjustment to the
junior college environment, for there were no real differences between
the groups in their participation in extra-curricular activities. The
majority in both groups, participated in 1-3 activities.
Comparison according to grade-point averages of the dropouts
and non-dropouts.--The writer feels that a student must possess a sense
of responsibility for academic achievement. If he does feel that it
is his responsibility to achieve, and is unable to achieve, it is felt
that he becomes frustrated or disturbed. Yet, on the other hand, if
there is no sense of responsibility for achieving academically, this
also presents problems. With this belief, the writer felt it necessary
to ascertain the grade-point averages for each subject which was
revealed in Table 1 for the dropouts and non-dropouts.
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Table 10 reveals and compares the grade-point averages of the
dropouts and the non-dropouts. The grade-point average is the ratio
of the number of hours earned to the total number of quality points
per credit. An "A" represents three quality points per credit, "B"
is represented by two and a "C" represents one quality point per
credit.
TABLE 10





Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
3.00 0 0 1 2
2.80 - 2.99 1 2 0 0
2.60 - 2.79 2 4 1 2
2.40 - 2.59 2 4 1 2
2.20 - 2.39 0 0 0 0
2.00 - 2.19 3 6 6 12
1.80 - 1.99 1 2 2 4
1.60 - 1.79 2 4 3 6
1.40 - 1.59 3 6 8 16
1.20 - 1.39 7 14 9 18
1.00 - 1.19 5 10 13 26
0.80 - 0.99 10 20 4 8
0.60 - 0.79 6 12 1 2




Averages Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
0.20 - 0.39 36 00








For the fifty dropouts, the grade-point averages ranged from
a low of 0.00 to a high of 2.48, with a mean of 1.18, a standard
deviation of .71 and a standard error of the mean of .10. Fifty-two
per cent of the dropouts had grade-point averages ranging from 1.00
to 2.99, i.e., a "C" average or better and forty-eight per cent had
less than a "C" average.
For the fifty non-dropouts, the grade-point averages ranged
from a low of .40 to a high of 3.00, with a mean of 1.45, a standard
deviation of 0.51, and a standard error of the mean of .07. Eighty-
eight per cent of the non-dropouts had grade-point averages from 1.00
to 3.00, i.e., a "C" average or better and 12 per cent had less than
a "C" average.
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The mean grade-point average for passing at Harris is 1.00.
Forty-eight per cent of the dropouts had received below passing grades
at the time of their withdrawal and only 12 per cent of the continuing
students (non-dropouts) had received below passing grades.
The "z" ratio of comparative data reveals the mean score for
the dropout group was 1.18 and that of the non-dropout group was 1.45,
with a difference of .27 in favor of the non-dropout group. The
standard deviation for the dropouts was .71 and the non-dropouts .51,
with a difference of .20 in favor of the dropout group. The standard
error of the mean for the dropouts was .10 and the non-dropouts .07
with a difference of .03 in favor of the dropouts. The standard error
of the difference between the two means was .12. Table 10 further
reveals that the "z" ratio for these data was 2.25, which was signifi¬
cant, for it was greater than a "z" of 1.96 and is significant at a
level greater than .05. Therefore, the difference between the
academic achievement of the two groups was statistically significant.
Numerous educational studies have made it evident that college
drop-out is a complex problem to which there is no simple solution.
But from these studies a highly significant inference can be drawn:
rarely do students who are successful in college leave prior to
graduation. The college dropout is usually a student who has failed
in his general school adjustment. Comparisons of non-dropout and drop¬
out groups show a full range of I.Q.'s for both groups, indicating that
there are students of lesser intellectual capacity who complete junior
college, and that there are students with higher than average mental
potential who leave before completing junior college.
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In this study, the writer found no significant difference in
the intelligence quotient of the dropouts and non-dropouts, yet the
non-dropouts were more successful in their achievement than the drop¬
outs. Other factors must certainly account for the difference in
achievement between the two groups.
Comparison of scores on the American College Test (ACT) for
the dropouts and non-dropouts.--Student withdrawal from junior college
has been recognized as a social and educational problem of great
significance. A few investigators have contributed to the current
store of research concerning the student who withdraws from junior
college. Withdrawals or dropouts, for example, have consistently been
found to have lower scores on various measures of academic aptitude
and ability than non-dropouts.
The writer felt that some meaningful comparisons were feasible
using scores on the American College Test that were taken from the
records of the dropouts and non-dropouts.
The American College Test battery includes four tests--English
Usage, Mathematics Usage, Social Studies Reading and Natural Sciences
Reading. The tests emphasize what a student can do with what he has
learned. Test items deal with intellectual skills and abilities, not
with specific and detailed content. In this sense, the writer feels
that the tests measured the student's ability to perform the kinds of
intellectual tasks typically performed by college students.
The number of correct responses the student made on each test
gave a raw score which was converted into a standard score. The
standard scores range from one (low) to thirty-six (high) and are
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scaled the same way for all four ACT subtests. The composite score
is an average of the scores on the four subtests--an overall estimate
of the student's ability to perform college-level tasks.
The data in Table 11 disclose information on English Usage for
the dropouts and non-dropouts.
TABLE 11
DISTRIBUTION OF THE STANDARD SCORES OBTAINED
BY THE DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS ON
THE ACT IN ENGLISH USAGE
Scores
Dropouts Non-dropouts
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
27 - 29 1 2 0 0
24 - 26 0 0 0 0
21 - 23 1 2 0 0
18 - 20 0 0 1 2
15 - 17 2 4 9 18
12 - 14 14 28 12 24
9 - 11 16 32 16 32
6 - 8 8 16 9 18
3 - 5 5 10 2 4
0 - 2 3 6 1 2
Total 50 50
Mean 10. 06 11 .98
S.D. 4. 83 3i.33
S • E •'cn • 68 .47




The standard scores on the English Usage for the dropouts
ranged from a low of 1 to a high of 29 with a mean of 10.06, a standard
deviation of 4.83, and a standard error of the mean of .68. For the
dropouts. Table 11 further shows that 18 or 36 per cent of the subjects
scored above the mean, 16 or 32 per cent scored below the mean and 16
or 32 per cent scored within the mean class-interval.
The non-dropouts' standard scores ranged from a low of 1 to a
high of 20 with a mean of 11.98, a standard deviation of 3.33, and a
standard error of the mean of .47. Forty-four per cent of the non¬
dropouts scored above the mean, 24 per cent scored below the mean and
32 per cent scored within the mean class-interval.
To test the statistical significance of the difference between
the means of the dropouts and non-dropouts on English Usage, the "t"
test was employed at 49 degrees of freedom and .05 level of confidence
with a "t" index of 2.010. The difference between the means was 1.92,
and the standard error of difference .84, yielding a "t" of 2.29.
Therefore, English Usage between the dropouts and non-dropouts was
statistically significant. It was concluded that the dropouts were
weaker in English Usage than the non-dropouts.
The data in Table 12 disclose information on Mathematics Usage
for the dropouts and non-dropouts.
The standard scores for the dropouts on the Mathematics Usage
ranged from a low of one to a high of twenty with a mean of 10.78, a
standard deviation of 4.68 and a standard error of the mean of .66.
Forty-four per cent of the dropouts scored above the mean, thirty-four
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per cent scored below and 22 per cent scored within the mean class-
interval.
TABLE 12
DISTRIBUTION OF THE STANDARD SCORES OBTAINED
BY THE DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS ON
THE ACT IN MATHEMATICS USAGE
Dropouts Non-dropouts
Scores
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
18 - 20 4 8 4 8
15 - 17 8 16 6 12
12 - 14 10 20 10 20
9-11 11 22 18 36
6-8 12 24 8 16
3-5 2 4 4 8
0-2 3 6 0 0










The non-dropouts reveal a similar picture, their standard
scores ranged from a low of 3 to a high of 20 with a mean of 11.08,
a standard deviation of 3.21 and a standard error of the mean of .45.
Forty per cent of the non-dropouts scored above the mean, twenty-four
per cent scored below the mean, and thirty-six per cent scored within
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the mean class-interval.
Employing the t-test on the dropouts and non-dropouts for
Mathematics Usage, there was no significant difference at the .05
level of confidence. Therefore, the dropouts and non-dropouts were
more alike than different in their ability to reason mathematically.
The data in Table 13 disclose information on Social Studies
Reading for the dropouts and non-dropouts.
TABLE 13
DISTRIBUTION OF THE STANDARD SCORES OBTAINED
BY THE DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS ON
THE ACT IN SOCIAL STUDIES READING
Dropouts Non-dropouts
Scores Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
21 - 23 3 6 0 0
18 - 20 2 4 5 10
15 - 17 6 12 8 16
12 - 14 8 16 8 16
9-11 16 32 14 28
6-8 8 16 10 20
3-5 4 8 4 8
0-2 3 6 1 2











The standard scores on the Social Studies Reading for the
dropouts ranged from a low of 2 to a high of 22 with a mean of 10.78,
a standard deviation of 5.10, and a standard error of the mean of .72,
Further, Table 13 reveals that 38 per cent of the dropouts scored above
the mean, 30 per cent scored below the mean and 32 per cent scored
within the mean class-interval.
The non-dropouts' standard scores ranged from a low of 1 to a
high of 19 with a mean of 11.08, a standard deviation of 4.53, and a
standard error of the mean of .63. Forty-two per cent of the non¬
dropouts scored above the mean, thirty per cent scored below the mean
and twenty-eight per cent scored within the mean class-interval.
The t-test for these data was .31 which was not significant
at the .05 level of confidence. The obvious conclusion is that there
were no marked variations in the dropouts' and non-dropouts' ability to
understand, analyze, and evaluate problems that arise in social
studies fields.
Table 14 discloses data on the Natural Science Reading of the
ACT battery for dropouts and non-dropouts.
TABLE 14
DISTRIBUTION OF THE STANDARD SCORES OBTAINED
BY THE DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS ON THE
ACT IN NATURAL SCIENCES READING
Dropouts Non-dropouts
Scores
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
21 - 23 0 0 1 1





Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
15 - 17 6 12 4 8
12 - 14 2 4 11 22
9-11 13 26 20 40
6-8 14 28 6 12
3-5 5 10 5 10
0-2 4 8 0 0
Total 50 100 50 100
Mean 9. 76 10.96








The standard scores on the Natural Sciences Reading subtest
for the dropouts ranged from a low of 1 to a high of 20 with a mean
of 9.76, a standard deviation of 4.65 and a standard error of the
mean of .64. Table 14 further reveals that twenty-eight per cent of
the dropouts scored above the mean, forty-six per cent scored below
the mean and twenty-six per cent scored within the mean class-interval.
The non-dropouts' standard scores ranged from a low of 3 to a
high of 23, with a mean of 10.96, a standard deviation of 4.05 and a
standard error of the mean of .57. Thirty-eight per cent of the non¬
dropouts scored above the mean, twenty-two per cent scored below the
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mean and forty per cent scored within the mean class-interval.
The difference between the means for the dropouts and non¬
dropouts was 1.20 and the standard error of difference was .86 which
yielded a "t" of 1.39 which was not significant at the .05 level of
confidence. Therefore, the general conclusion must be that the drop¬
outs and non-dropouts show considerable similarity in their ability
to understand and evaluate the content of selected reading in the
natural science.
The composite or average score on the ACT battery is an
estimate of the student's ability to perform college level tasks.
Table 15 discloses information on the composite score for the dropouts
and non-dropouts.
TABLE 15
DISTRIBUTION OF THE COMPOSITE SCORES ON THE ACT AS
OBTAINED BY THE DROPOUTS AND NON-DROPOUTS
Scores
Dropouts Non-dropouts
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
18 - 20 2 4 1 2
15 - 17 5 10 10 20
12 - 14 13 26 8 16
9 - 11 14 28 22 44
6 - 8 9 18 5 10
3 - 5 4 8 4 8
0 - 2 3 6 0 0















The composite scores for the dropouts ranged from a low of 1
to a high of 19 with a mean of 10.18, a standard deviation of 4.20
and a standard error of the mean of .59. Forty per cent of the drop¬
outs scored above the mean, thirty-two per cent scored below the mean
and twenty-eight per cent scored within the mean class-interval.
The non-dropouts' composite scores ranged from a low of 4 to
a high of 20, with a mean of 11.08, a standard deviation of 3.63 and
a standard error of the mean of .51. Thirty-eight per cent of the
non-dropouts scored above the mean, eighteen per cent scored below the
mean and forty-four per cent scored within the mean class-interval.
The difference between the means for the dropouts and non¬
dropouts was .90 and the standard error of difference was .78 which
gave a "t" of 1.14 which was not significant at the .05 level of
confidence.
It was hypothesized that the dropout students would score
lower on psychological tests than the non-dropout students, indicating
that the dropouts did not possess college level ability. The data did
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not bear this out. Tables 12, 13, 14, and 15 report the findings,
where no significant differences were found between the dropouts and
non-dropouts. It appears that the dropout is neither more nor less
able than the non-dropout to do college tasks. Again, the writer can
only speculate regarding the dynamics behind the results. The degree
of achievement as measured by the American College Test does not
appear to be a contributing factor.
CHAPTER III
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Recapitulation of research design.—The problem involved in
this study was to ascertain the degree to which socio-economic status
and psychological characteristics were manifested by junior college
students who remained in college and by persons who discontinued their
junior college training prior to its completion.
The subjects of this study were all of the students who with¬
drew from Harris Junior College during the period from 1960-1965. A
twenty-five per cent random sample of the subjects (50 dropouts) was
selected. The fifty dropouts were matched with fifty non-dropouts
according to grade level, sex, age and I.Q.
The general purpose of this study was to survey the family
conditions, school achievement, psychological test scores, and partici¬
pation in extra-curricular activities of the dropouts and non-dropouts.
More specifically, the writer sought to describe and compare
the following:
1. The socio-economic status of a sample of fifty
students who dropped out of a selected junior
college over a five-year period.
2. The socio-economic status of a matched group of
students who remained in the junior college.




4. The psychological test scores of the dropouts
and non-dropouts.
5. The academic achievement of the dropouts and
non-dropouts.
6. The extra-curricular activities of the dropouts
and non-dropouts.
To complete this study the following research procedures were
employed:
1. Permission to execute this study was secured from
the proper college officials.
2. The thesis outline was presented to the faculty
of the school of education and accepted.
3. The related literature pertinent to this study was
reviewed, summarized, organized and presented in
the thesis.
4. A twenty-five per cent random sample of the drop¬
outs during a five-year period (1960-1965) was
selected. These dropouts were matched with junior
college persisters during the same period.
5. Socio-economic status for the two groups of students
(dropouts and non-dropouts) was determined on the
basis of educational level of parents, occupation
of parents, marital status of family and size of
family,
6. Academic achievement of the dropouts and the non¬
dropouts was compared by use of the means of teacher
grades for the groups and the "z" score.
7. Psychological test scores (ACT) were compared by use
of the mean, standard error of mean, standard error
of difference between means and "t" test.
8. Participation in extra-curricular activities was
analyzed and comparisons were made on the dropouts
and non-dropouts according to per cent of
participation.
9. Assembling, analyzing, and interpreting the data into
appropriate tables were done in order to draw a com¬
posite picture of the groups. Verbal descriptions
accompanied each table.
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10. Findings, conclusions, implications, and recommen¬
dations were drawn from the analysis and interpre¬
tation of the presented data.
Summary of related literature.--From a survey of related
literature, the writer found that very little research had been con¬
ducted with reference to Junior college dropouts, but there was some
evidence that many junior colleges were concerned about the high
proportion of their entering students who withdrew without completing
their objectives.
In reports on dropout studies completed by 20 two-year
colleges between 1949 and 1957, it was possible to categorize the
reasons students gave for withdrawals as follows:
1. Full-time employment
2. Personal and health
3. Moved or transferred
4. Nonattendance
5. Academic or faculty action
6. To enter armed forces
7. Not interested in school or dissatisfied
8. Financial
9. Marriage10.Educational goals completed.^
Adele Miller, in an effort to determine the reasons for
academic failure, made a study at Brooklyn College with the hopes of
providing help for students in danger of dismissal. The major reasons
for failure included, in order of importance, lack of application or
poor study habits, lack of goals or poor motivation, and lack of
ability.^
1
Medsker, op. cit., pp, 156-58.
^Miller, op. cit., pp. 206-209.
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June Matson, in comparing a group of students who withdrew
from junior college with a group who did not withdraw but had similar
characteristics, observed that there was no significant difference
between dropouts and continuing students. Her conclusion was that
the student who withdraws from junior college may lack a sense of
belonging or identification with the college environment.^
Keats reports that many dropouts question their own reasons
for dropping out, but truly they do not know the real reasons
themselves. Other than academic failure, the true reasons for drop¬
ping out lie unresolved in emotional problems that cannot be
2
categorized.
Kenneth B. Hoyt reviewed several studies on dropouts and
concluded that there is a stereotype that can describe the typical
dropout which would be quite representative of research findings and
may be helpful in identifying potential dropouts. He describes this
stereotype in this manner:
The chances are the dropout will more likely be a boy
than a girl, below average in intellectual ability
and even lower, relatively speaking, as well as in
academic achievement. Extra-curricular activities are
not likely to be a part of his school program and he
will have parents from a lower social stratum and his
father employed in a lower-class occupation.^
Some other conclusions which seemed to have pertinence for many
junior colleges were stated as follows:
^Matson, op. cit., p. 35.
O
^Keats, op. cit.. pp. 70-79.
3
Hoyt, op. cit., p. 516.
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1. Age seems to be a significant factor in this
analysis. While 14 per cent of the junior college
population were over 25 years of age, twenty-seven
per cent of the dropouts were above that age.
2. Seventy-five per cent of the total number of drop¬
outs were first- and second-semester students.
3. For every group of 100 full-time students who
enters junior college for the first time in the
fall, the best estimate will be that 39 will drop
out before the school year ends, fifteen will not
return for the third semester, eleven will drop
out during the second year and 35 will graduate.
4. One-third of the dropouts seem to be due, to some
extent, to a failure of the college, while the
balance seem to be justifiable.
5. Academic ability scores seem to be of no value in
predicting dropouts.^
Other studies indicated that these conclusions were not
unusual. In addition to scholastic discouragement and failure, with¬
drawals occur because of ill health, financial need, family moving
away, finding emplo3nnent, too much outside work, illness at home, lack
of transportation, marriage, and need to work more to keep up car
payments. In spite of the "face-saving" reasons offered by students,
emotional maladjustment was a major contributing cause for withdrawal
from junior college.
At a November, 196^ Princeton University conference on "The
College Dropout and the Utilization of Talent," it was found that
students withdraw from college for reasons ranging from disappointment
O
with faculty to psychological problems stemming from family relationship.
1
Thomson, op. cit.. p. 156.
2
Schreiber, op. cit., p. 14.
52
Dr. Joseph Jaffe, head of research at White Institute, studied
140 students in the Institute's two-year experimental dropout clinic
in an effort to find out why dropouts drop out. Results showed that
70 per cent of the parents of these students had either dropped out
of college, or had made abrupt career switches which had a psycholo¬
gical effect on the students. They left college because their parents
had done the same before them. It is important to note that the
average I.Q. of the group studied was 135. All possessed good high
school records and had scored in the 600's to 700's on the College
Boards.^
Finally, the characteristics of dropouts have been shown to
be as complex and varied as the human organism itself. No single
characteristic or pattern of characteristics has been found which will
identify all potential dropouts. However, research has shown that
there are varying combinations of a number of identifiable characteris¬
tics descriptive of factors related to the act of dropping out of
college. Generally, these identifiable characteristics include low
marks, low measured ability to do college work and to read well,
behavior patterns requiring disciplinary measures, possessing a record
of poor attendance, exhibiting low levels of emotional and social
maturity and membership in families with a history of low economic
O
status, educational advancement, and job status.
^Schreiber, op. cit.. p. 20.
2
Summerskill, op. cit., p. 634.
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Summary of findings.--The data presented and analyzed in
Chapter II appear to warrant the following findings in accordance
with the format of the tabular data:
1. The data on the per cent of the random sampling of
students who dropped out of Harris were as follows:
(a) Forty-six per cent were males, of this per cent,
sixteen per cent were in the fourteenth grade and
thirty per cent vere in the thirteenth grade.
(b) Fifty-four per cent were females, of this per
cent, eight per cent were in the fourteenth grade
and forty-six per cent were in the thirteenth
grade.
(c) The crucial year at Harris appears to be the
freshman year where 76 per cent of the drop outs
occurred.
2. The range of ages on this random sample of dropouts was
eighteen to twenty-three for the males and females.
The mean age was 19.5 for female and male dropouts.
3. The data on the intelligence quotient of dropouts and
non-dropouts were as follows:
(a) The I.Q.'s for the males ranged from a low of
65-69 to a high of 100-104, with a mean of 82,
and a standard deviation of 9.85
(b) The female subjects revealed that their I.Q.'s
ranged from a low of 50-54, to a high of 100-104,
with a mean of 82.35 and a standard deviation of
9.5.
4. The data on the number of children in the family for
the dropouts and non-dropouts were as follows:
(a) The dropouts revealed that the number of
children in each family ranged from 1-15. Ninty-
four per cent of the families had 1-9 children.
The mode was 1-3, representing 40 per cent of the
total dropouts' families.
(b) The non-dropouts disclosed that the number of
children in each family ranged from 1-12. Ninty-
eight per cent of the families had 1-9 children.
The mode for this group was 1-3, representing
44 per cent of the families.
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5. The data on the heads of the household for the
dropouts and non-dropouts were as follows:
(a) The dropouts revealed that thirty per cent
lived with both parents, twenty-six per cent
lived with mother only. Twenty-two per cent
lived with father only. Fourteen per cent
lived with guardian (other than relatives)
while eight per cent lived with relatives.
(b) The non-dropouts disclosed a picture not
similar to that of the dropouts. Sixty-four
per cent lived with both parents and twenty-
two per cent lived with mother only. Six per
cent lived with father only, two per cent
lived with guardians (other than relatives)
and six per cent lived with relatives.
6. The data on the occupational status of the heads of
the household of the dropouts and non-dropouts are
as follows:
(a) Occupations of the dropouts' heads of the house¬
hold showed that fifty per cent were unskilled
workers, and service and semi-skilled workers
represented 10 per cent each. Clerical and pro¬
fessional represented 16 per cent. Unemployed,
retired and unknown totaled six per cent.
(b) The majority of the non-dropouts' heads of the
household were unskilled workers, on this level
forty per cent were employed. Eighteen per cent
were semi-skilled workers and fourteen per cent
were service workers. Eight per cent were in
clerical and professional areas, and 10 per cent
were unemployed, retired or their occupations
were unknown.
7. The data pertaining to the educational levels of the
heads of the household of the dropouts and non-dropouts
showed that:
(a) The majority of the heads of the household of the
dropouts were on the level of 4-7 years of school
(28 per cent). Fourteen per cent were grammar
school graduates, 18 per cent had 1-3 years of
high school, 16 per cent had achieved college
status. Twelve per cent of the parents' educa¬
tional attainments were not known and eight per
cent were high school graduates.
55
(b) For the non-dropouts' heads of the household,
the majority were high school graduates (34
per cent). Twenty per cent were grammar school
graduates and fourteen per cent matriculated on
the college level. Only six per cent of the
non-dropouts heads of the household educational
levels were unknown. Twelve per cent finished
4-7 years of school, ten per cent finished 0-3
years of school, and four per cent finished
from 1-3 years of high school.
8. The data on the per cent of participation in extra¬
curricular activities for the dropouts and non¬
dropouts were as follows:
(a) For the dropouts, sixty-six per cent participated
in one to three activities and twenty-eight per
cent did not participate in any form of extra¬
curricular activities, and six per cent partici¬
pated in from 4-6 activities.
(b) The non-dropouts revealed a similar picture,
fifty-two per cent participated in one to three
extra-curricular activities and 22 per cent did
not take advantage of any of the extra¬
curricular activities offered. Twenty per cent
occupied themselves by engaging in 4-6 and six
per cent were attracted to 7-9 activities.
9. The data pertinent to the dropouts' and non-dropouts'
grade-point averages were:
(a) For the dropouts, the mean grade-point average
was 1.18, a standard deviation of .71, and a
standard error of mean of .10.
(b) The non-dropouts' mean grade-point average was
1.45, a standard deviation of .51, and a standard
error of the mean of .07.
(c) The difference between the two means was .27, and
the standard error of the difference of the means
was .12, which indicated a "z" ratio of 2.25 in
favor of the non-dropouts. This was significant
at the .05 level of confidence.10.The data pertinent to the results of the ACT battery
were:
(a) On the English Usage subtest of the ACT, the mean
scores were 10.06 and 11.98 for the dropouts and
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non-dropouts, respectively. The standard devia¬
tion for the dropouts was 4.83 and non-dropouts
3.33. The standard errors of the mean for the
dropouts and non-dropouts were .68 and .47,
respectively. The difference between the two
means was 1.92 and the standard error of
difference was .84 which indicated a "t" of 2.29
which was significant at the .05 level of con¬
fidence, in favor of the non-dropouts.
(b) On the Mathematics Usage subtest of the ACT the
mean scores were 10.78 and 11.08 for the drop¬
outs and non-dropouts, respectively. The standard
deviation for the dropouts was 4.68 and for the
non-dropouts 3.21. The standard errors of the
mean for the dropouts and non-dropouts were .66
and .45, respectively. The difference between
the two means was .30 and the standard error of
difference was .80 which indicated a "t" of .375
which was not significant at the .05 level of
confidence.
(c) On the Social Studies Reading subtest of the ACT
the mean scores were 10.78 and 11.08 for the
dropouts and non-dropouts, respectively. The
standard deviation for the dropouts was 5.10 and
non-dropouts 4.53. The standard errors of the
mean for the dropouts and non-dropouts were .72
and .63, respectively. The difference between
the means was .30 and the standard error of the
difference was .96 which indicated a "t" of .31
which was not significant at the .05 level of
confidence.
(d) On the Natural Sciences Reading subtest of the ACT
the mean scores were 9.76 and 10.96 for the drop¬
outs and non-dropouts, respectively. The standard
deviations were 4.65 and 4.05 for the dropouts and
non-dropouts, respectively. The standard errors
of the mean for the dropouts and non-dropouts were
.64 and .57, respectively. The difference between
the means was 1.20 and the standard error of the
difference was .86 which indicated a "t" of 1.39
which was not significant at the .05 level of
confidence.
(e) The composite (average) score for the ACT, the
mean scores were 10.18 and 11.08 for the dropouts
and non-dropouts, respectively. The standard
deviations were 4.20 and 3.63 for the dropouts
and non-dropouts, respectively. The standard
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errors of the mean for the dropouts and non¬
dropouts were .59 and .51, respectively. The
difference between the means was .90 and the
standard error of difference was .78 which
indicated a "t" of 1.14 which was not signifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence.
(f) The data indicated that, basically, there were
no significant differences between the results
on the ACT battery of dropouts and non-dropouts.
The one subtest where significant difference
existed was English Usage where the mean scores
were 10.06 and 11.98 for the dropouts and non¬
dropouts, respectively.
(g) The findings on the ACT indicated that both
dropouts and non-dropouts were below the 50th
percentile in all of the ACT norms established
for junior college students.
Conclusions.--From the analysis of the data and the summary of
findings, the following conclusions relative to the dropouts and non¬
dropouts from Harris Junior College during the period 1960-1965
appear to be justified:
1. That the dropouts did not disclose a stereotyped
pattern, for the non-dropouts revealed a pattern
very much similar to that of the dropouts.
2. That the most critical period for dropping out of
junior college was the freshman year at Harris.
3. That more females dropped out than males at Harris.
4. That most of the dropouts' I.Q.'s were below
average. Yet, there were non-dropouts who
possessed similar I.Q.'s.
5. That the dropouts and non-dropouts were products
of small families. Most of the families had one
to three children.
6. That the largest per cent of dropouts and non¬
dropouts were living with both parents. However,
there was twice as many non-dropouts under the
supervision of both parents than dropouts.
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7. That the majority of the dropouts' and non-dropouts'
heads of the household were employed in unskilled
occupations.
8. That the majority of the dropouts' heads of the
household had seven or less years of schooling,
whereas the majority of the non-dropouts' heads of
the household had eight years or more.
9. That the majority of the dropouts and non-dropouts
participated in extra-curricular activities about
equally.
10. That the dropouts and non-dropouts from Harris did
not reveal similar academic achievement as shown
by the grade-point averages. The data disclosed
statistically significant differences in grade-
point averages in favor of the non-dropouts.
11. That according to the results of the ACT, the drop¬
outs do possess academic aptitude equal to the non¬
dropouts. With this instrument as the predictor of
college scholastic success, it may be expected that
the dropouts and the non-dropouts will achieve about
the same in those basic skills and concepts which
the battery of tests seeks to measure.
Implications.--The specific implications derived from the
findings of this investigation are as follows:
1. That there is a need for a continued investigation
to determine ways and means of increasing the
holding power of students during the crucial period,
which appears to be the freshman year at Harris.
2. That there is a need for a greater expanded and
well-publicized counseling service with emphasis on
early discovery and identification of student
problems which would require the whole staff to be
"guidance-minded" and alert to the type of problems
which interfere with the student's success in college.
3. That a closer relationship is needed between the
junior college and the surrounding high schools for
the purposes of achieving better continuity in
curricular.
Recommendations.--The results which this study has yielded to
date point to certain courses of action which Harris Junior College
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might take to curtail the rate of student withdrawal. They are as
follows:
1. The stimulation of a greater interest in an aware¬
ness of drop-out symptoms on the part of all
junior college agencies and personnel. Early
identification of these symptoms with appropriate
action might save many students who otherwise
might leave college.
2. The establishment of a routine system for obtaining
an exit interview for students before they leave or
as soon as possible thereafter.
3. An improved orientation program for new students
which would, among other things, make them more
aware of campus facilities and agencies which exist
to help them with their problems.
In addition to the foregoing recommendations, the investigator
emphasizes a need for continued research of this type. Much additional
information is required if this problem is to be dealt with more
successfully in the future than it has been in the past. Certainly a
more successful attack upon this problem is necessary if the junior
college is to achieve its primary function of the optimum development
of the human resources and latent talent of American Youth.
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